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' The wnrd a&saciatnnn technique has a lcng histary of use in the '

kgtudy cf human develapment and behavior ‘Mos t nF the efFarts have been' 

K

r.adaressed tq the devglgpmgntal nature of assaciatlans between words.

‘ L

(Bartel,$Gr|l! 8 Bartel 1973; Ermwn ¢ Berko, ISED Entwisle, Farsyth

"EuMuuss 1964 EFVln, 1963;. Francis, 1972 . Lippman,  1971; HENE|1]i-1966;

_-Ea}ermc 1571) 5 L "._=' - ; o 5

Scme researthers have extended wgrd assaclatlcn studles beygnd the

|nvestagat|an oF developmenta] patterns and have applned the tezhnique as’
¢

5

[ B

La»ta@l‘fgr éxamining word meaning (Deese— 1965 Dunnan, NEI]SEH, & Crable,

1976; Ervin, 1961; Nabfai'lssz)_ The greatest weakness of these effarts,r

hQWEVEF, ha§ been the failure to FEEGQHI:E the rcle of ﬁentgxt in the-

T,Impartaticﬁ of meaning to words. InVéStlgaEDFS have, for the most part,

negieétéd:to ccnéideﬁ that Qord association researﬁh §ou1d contribute to
an explanation of how word meaning is processed in contextual language, ,

especially in reédjgg. Instead they have tended to limit their work: to

the study of isaiafed words. The disregard of context in'%eséaréh

imethadalggy be¢omes Erntncal when researchers attempt to apply thenr

. y
!

~ findings to an explaﬁatien-cf readlng behavior. These |nvestcgatlens

z

.seem t@'sﬁggest that responding.to words in isolation is comparable to

responding to words. that are surrounded by others, such as would be the
case in tYprgi_readfngasituatioﬁs (Bigaji'Dinnan, & Crable, 1977;:

i

.1Dinnan, Eickley, E.ngart, 97i HIﬁkE]SDﬁ,‘IS?Z Tobiessen, 1964). It

a

has been suggested that proficient readers are aware of the specific.

textual setting of a word and utilize the constraints of context, but ;

1

that the ''copstraints'" that-are actually examined in association studies

£ » - ce W ~ . o _ s . _ fe =0 7
* may bear little relationship to ﬁatura] language. (Weaver, Kingston, &

" “Dinnan, 1971). s it ma[p%?_a matter of histgriggﬁ accident that

.
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: assaﬁiaxidﬁ,stgdfes.have,yieidEd relatively little information toward -
“an understanding of how connected discourse is'praggssed7 Fu?th;rmore;
should ﬁesearchers be asking whether. such information can ever come ngm$

the daté.thé5E*5tqdie5 generate «(Fillenbaum & Jones, 1965)7 "

One of the purpgsés Qf'thiggstuinwas to meet .a challenge ﬁgisgd Ey

' B

researchers SQEh'as“Fil]enbéum'éndidcnes (1965): . to expand the use of -the

A

~word associatio
7 * 0 . - . .i,‘

| meéningjféJéﬁﬁds_enééuqteféd’in‘Qrfifgn lanégaéé} The technique of
responding ta‘ijw&jrdst:imﬁiii"by_ free .gssozciétién(i;éi, word association) *
fs'pérti;giériy aﬁp;;priéteVfér-spudying‘wnrd-m;aning f;‘readingrbecéﬁéé_
wogd ass@;jatféﬁrégehs to figﬁre §roming}tiy in a concept of word meanfﬁg )
ﬁas'we!i as_fhua Eég@ry_a? reédiﬂg behavior. As parf of thexstgd’yi a :
:ﬁancept of meaﬁ}}g was'dgveléped:thét'recognized thg semantic éttriputes.

Y

or features of ‘a word (including syntactic attributes) and the constraints .
imposed by the surrounding context. There are features of a word that

* determine its placement in a semantic hierarchy, and these features ‘form
g ﬂetwaﬁk'that'represents word meaning (Anderson, 1972; Quillian, 1968).

i

'.3Thét is, how different words are felatéd in terms of meaﬁing is.a function
. _ _ o v
of the Ecﬁhectiahs ama;g the attributes of the words Ehemséivgs. Further,
: assessments of waré.reiatednéss have been pr@vidéﬂ'by tHe use of word
afsa;%atieﬁ methédaiagf iﬁ clas;ié studies of word meaning., Thélzgﬁhnique'
has been applied, however, only to words in isolation (Deesé;-ISEZ; Ngéiei
1952). Dther‘ﬁésear;h has focused on the SSSQEiat}KDﬁEI aspect of context
'5n‘thef§mpaftaticnlaf meaning to warés‘ Hgrmann (lB?f), for one,
_ e

%uggegtéd that'gaﬁtéxt momentarily strengthens certain associationps of

a word, which has thE\EfFEEE of making other meanings Iess;évailabie to

n technique as a tool” for understanding how a reader imparts

AN



the reader. An éarIiEF’Studyibgiwaes and 0sgood (1954)

means of its attributes and the constraints of the context suerUndfﬁg .

‘tc one catagary, The features of the secand and thlrd responses would

ggests that

l,ﬂ\

Q@rd*aééociaticn is.a Funétién'of the prebabiﬁity that a certalﬁ wpﬁd_will

appear~in variaus ééntextsi' - (7 }u * ;;»_ . o _  2
The data Fram ward*assoaiatlan researﬁh cahn support not - iny a. ga ce pt
of word meaning, but.a theory of reading yehavigr as well. There is a

: gfcwiﬂg consensus améﬁg_théafists_thatfrgading béhavigg is an hypothesis- |

testing process, or a cognitive search for meaning and its ve;ificatiohf.

‘Within this theory it cari be Inférred that the associations of a word by .’

P

the WDngﬁéﬁtFibutE to readers' information-seeking and verifying pro~

“ cesses by which hypotheses of meaningfulness for words encountered in

13

reading -are tested.
Supported by a concept QF méaning that récdéniias word attribﬁtes
) .

and contextual cénstralﬁt aﬁd by an hypathESIs testlng thecry oF readnng,

A

~word association methodclagy was used to generate two hypatheses in thIS

study. ‘Dne hypothesis was based on the assumptncn that,re§p§n5§5 to.’

. ) ) . .. oL -
‘target words could be assigned categories of mearding that would reflect

various sets of a;tfibutés_fcr'tbeiyard. For example, given the target

word béd thréalréspanses were a flowerbed, a pZQQé to sleep, and é@méthing

; ta 52§§p on. fhe-FéatureE of the first.response wauld suggest aSS|gnment,

x

- suggest another Eategary DF meanlng Th 'uﬁbet @f différent EEtEQ@FiES

- of Fesponse to a target ward or range NES>EDﬁEiﬂEFEd té bé andindiﬁatiaﬁ

of ‘the meaning fmpartéd to the word. ‘Features’ that are supplued by

context were- seen asicoﬁstraining,the~range of word meaning. ‘It was .

" hypothesized that the number of response categories woyld decrease as-the

o = .
P4 2 . e i '
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of ‘the written context surrounding the word increased. A secord
esis was based on the notion that a\parédigmatié respaﬁée to 'a word, {

L3

ifﬁi;isJ{SEﬁe form class asvtarget word (e.g. kmng - Zzbn) was o S

ﬂafe likely to shaqgrsemantlc Featurgs wuth the ward—than a non- paradlgmatlg

¢ Lo .
u B

raspansa (Emgj, kiﬂg - mad) (Fransns,?ls72). 'ParadngMaticérequndlng to a

¥
= k4

wsrd was :Bn§|dered to bé anather |nd|cat|ﬁn oF the- meanlng lhp rted tD a o ;
¥ ) ;

- . . I
Fapartlaﬁ of, paradlgmatlc responses , ‘

i

‘wafd.r lt was. hypathesuied that the

e : i Co

:he'Wbrd iﬂEFEESEd." [ N

‘- Method . L K ;"§ :_; 3
T Sistygtw@ pFDFiEEEﬁt sixth-grade régders participated in the study. -

Sub;ect§'were drawn from the entire sixth grade af one elemeniary S;haal

i s 3 x

(abqat IDD studants) anixﬁfem one ciésé’af another school (abaut 20 y
) studentsj, Eath EEhQQIE were laﬁated in a suburbaﬁ ccunty of the state
' of HaFyland; Studénts were. nat |ntluded in the study |F they dld not '
.E f' % 2 : 7 o

Sﬁare at least 5 D on the readlng cnmpreheﬁ5|an subtest of the |owa Tests

L . ., . -
of Basic Skclls adm:nlstered anesyear prlar to data collection or did not

—.. = . JSJ‘F 5% . a . , .

5|tave gﬁtlng Oﬁ a\gizle devllaped by the investigator to

‘reeenvgag p

P}

i : _ . &
ion of a variety of written

"Esch Studeﬁtdfﬁiludéérai a subject
additional'criteria: 'did not repeat é“g{fde; responded satisfactorily

> all instruments, judged according tpspé;if;éﬂxsjiteria,(see Escoé, 1979);

. - L | - T = = ; [ B . g L ]
- -.' : ' . i . T - = .
. . . . ) ® - . =
ot s T : N . - - =
£ 4 & f =

gation. - e

C

A

"
b




o

,Mhtereele _ S g,

‘-senteneee eeneueteﬂ of the ID terget senteneee of the test of llmlted een-'

than: one part of

The fe]IOW|ng lnetrumente were developed by the nnveetlgater an

) /

eesee;etjen testgpf=15eleted werde,-en eeeoenetnoe-teet of words in*

1

.Iimifed‘eOﬁtext ienq?en eeeoeletlen test of words |n expended eentext

The test of iseleted words eeneleted of. 21 nouns, lneludlng 10 terget

¢ : -

werﬂe that weuld be used to eﬁelyee eFFeets of eontext The feet eF

1limited context eent3|ﬁed IE elngle sentences 0. of whlch lneluded the

Y
same tnget werde ee the test ef lseleted werde The teet ‘of expended

Sy

-*eentext was eempeeed of ll sets ef thFee eenteneee. Aeroee sets the SECDnd

text plue one ef the remelnlng ‘six f!l]er senteneee drewn at Fendem

KA

The lD'tergetrwerde were.eeleeted by the fel]ewlng'preeedure_te

14 A ¥

meximize egﬁlv?lenee of’the targ erde!x Furet, all neene eppeernﬁg on’

H

the Pelerme and Jenklne (IS&&) list-of 200 etlmulue worde were |deﬁt|F|ed
’J'f

'sgnly_nouﬁe wereé uegd 50 thet ‘the flndlngs of thle etudy eeuld be eémpered

with pFIDF reseereh such as thet eF Hlekelseﬁ (1972) and- othere whlch

.o® =

had drewe items from the same source.’. IF a noun was eleeeified ee,mere LY

Ll

peech, it was dreWﬁ;FeF the werd-eemple eﬁly iF it was,

'eleeeiFiedeiret as a noun aﬁEEFdlﬁthD The Eandem‘ﬁeuee Deetieﬂefj ef the

English Language (SJ:elﬂi ISéSL. which luete the. most ‘frequent’ classifi=

cation Firet,"NeS£, the resu]teﬁt pool qf’?A werdeiwes Eheeked’by two

S

lists of frequency data to ensure that thé words occured in fifth- and '

s'‘ixth-grade reeaieg meteriei;(Cerrolj;:Dev{eel'& Richman, 1971;

 Thorndike & Lorge,” 1944). The remaining 66 words were rated by six adults

.on a scale deveieped Ey.the investigator té assess the.imagery value of the

words. The instrument was desigﬁed according to the theory that concrete

o
¢ % T
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nouns are superlgr tc abstract nauns in theur CEPEEItY to EllElt imagery;

Py

: ‘and that |magéry can facllltate the Farmatnaﬁ DF assgclatlan between wards
’ L 5 : . :

u‘;,é (Fauvno, 1965) : Hords rated‘és easy to puature were selected because ‘

-they wguld Ee more: inkely to faaulntaté'respaﬂdungi Flnally, the group aF

' ﬁf ' iSH hlghly @izturable waFds was ﬁarrcwed:taetﬁose'wards which rsceivgd thE~”
VEIQ hlghast number of d|ct|aﬁary entries 14%;2& férfthé'wdrﬂ; g$iﬁg”Tﬁ§

o Eaﬁdbm H§H§§ BLQtIEﬂQPy 2, ‘Target words that' had the most entries were
r:saen as Supplylng the greatest range DF mééhfhg'éatégor}es.

The test Df . Iated wards ;antalned m flller wc}ds in addntlon to
the target wcrds ' The'Fiilér-wards we%e chosan raﬁdamly Frém all w@rﬁs
that met’ the criteria descrlbed abave ‘for targe{ werds exéept FoFAimagéry"
value éﬁd number of dictionary entries (i.eg; they were selecged from 56

- words that remalﬁed after target wards were remgved from ﬁfa IISt of 66(:

- words). Flllér wards served tralnlng and pracedural purposes. The tests

of limited agﬁtext and expanded ccntext cgﬂtaingd Filler sentences for the

e

same reasons. Each sentence generated for the limited context . met

“additional criteria: was embedded with'a stigulus word (target or filler)
o that was used as a noun; was genérétad with”comparable syntax in .erms of
. ‘- .
both structure and aamplexlty aﬁcgrdlng to Endicott's scale (1973); was

¥

e generatéd aéggrdung to "objective' case relations (FIIImDTE, 1968), was
zamprised entirely of words that met thE.ThéFndlkEiLDFgE (1944) apd

American Heritage (Carroll, et al., 1971) criteria spetified for the

A
S

-selection of target words; and received a positive rating of acceptability

from each of fjve graduate students if reading. Acceptability was .based
on whether the sentence was likely to be included in children's reading 4

materials; é;at is, did not sound awkward or contrived. Each set of

)




‘9,nt2ﬁces génerated fér'the*ekééﬁded context was'cghstﬁucted'agcardiﬁgn

ta the - genaral patterﬁ Fur the limltad ﬁantext w1th addnt ‘a’ Seﬁ;EﬂEEk

and the Flrst aﬁd thurd sent”nc;s ina set refle&ted g *tlyé casg' :

,  relatlons (Flﬂlmare, 1368) ‘-f?

Eacﬁ.ﬂnstrument was a- stapled bccklet pr|nted W|th one, item per ﬁager
o a Flller ltems were used tg Equallze Fespﬁndlng time’ amo ng the thFEE instru-

., ments. The arder QF all ltegs lncludlng targets was varled raﬁdcmly Fgr .

each baakTet, hnwever, thé posntlans af targét and fnller ntems were Fuxed

v

Far tralning purpgses, a flller |tem appeared on the’ first page Df each '

o\
baoklet. To maximize un task rgadlng behEVIQF allgltems Far the tests

of ]imiied éOntext and expaﬁded context were preceded by.a restrlcted
élozé'task, an omitted wérd for each $Entqué determined randémly,'agpliéd_
L to thébéamé,item buz on a separate pagé.“Samplé‘target items are presented
T?E]e 1. | | .. | |

. .

lnsert Table 1 about here "

¥

‘fgsks- | . S - . o /
Subjects were asked to reép@né to iwa!tasks for éa;b iﬁstrumént:

Task | Eensfstéd ;F*variedsiength responses (single word, phrase, sentence)

7~ to appr@ximately halF aF the |tems including-five target words. Task 2;

=

was FEStFIEtEd to 5|ﬁgle word respenses to the- utheF test 1tem$,‘iﬁ§ludiﬁg

the other F?ye target wards. The-targét words were:

3 . fTask 1 . 7 Task 2
' Li 0 man hand
: bed : ‘ king
numbers . foot

¢ square ) © light

head. : house




.

 The F?IIEF warﬁé wera Zamp (far each cf the three tests) bayJ bzbZe;

;‘Etﬂﬂé, city, and tabagca (Far the tests QF isglated wgrds and llmitgd
‘cantext), and chair,’ PZUEI; aﬂggrg egngﬁj and TEZLQISH (for the test of
!ISQ]EtEd wgrds anly)! Taﬁk 1 respcnses were analyzed |6 terms af the

nunber Qf dnfferent meanlng Eategarles that were asslgned to the responses

by raters, while Task 2 FESPDHSES were ana1yzed in terms of raters' dasng‘_
'natnans af;paradlgmatlc QF ncniparadlgmat . Estlmates of interratér
reliablluty were establlshed amang the three raters for each ki For -

Task 1, respanses, bgth percentages of agreement and Kappa cceffiﬁlents

of agreement-between palﬁs of raters were;pfavndedi Rellabuilty estlmated
.betwean each palr af rateés, usnng percentages of agreem&nt, ranged from
' 61 83 to SB 92 Far |ndIVIdual target wards,,wnth mean acrass aTlwards
and all panrs oF raters at 88 21. With Kappa cceFfu¢nents the range was
‘Frﬁm kkS to .981 with a mean of .827. Fgr Task 2 ngpanSes, the Phls

.cﬂefflglent was_used;' t rrater reliability was Estamated at .798 to

&

*1.000 for inqividual target words, with a megn cf 3554 across all words

- . and all pairs of-raters.

- Procedure : o Lo /

= . i )
Tests were administered indfviduale-tg each subject on each of three

¥

-days- spaced one wee. spart. The adminfstratian QF the instruments.was

'érdgréd in six.different sequences. Subjects were randomly assngned

éequence of test aémiﬁistratign, For Task 1 items, sgbjécts were-asked

to tell what the target word made them thlnk of; for Task 2, they

were asked to tell in one word what the target word madé them think

of. Responses were recorded in writing by the test administrator.

i

[ ' ' .t) : B
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g A repeated-measures design was used For a 5|ngle grgup gf SUbJEEtS M

The effett oF :ontext on word meanlng was assessed in two ways. ‘One was
;lthrgugh the ﬁumber af dnfferent EEtEQQFIES of meanlng assngned by airaté}A
| as :orraspondlng to respcﬁses tu_a wafd; A,;ateggry number was assigned

to each Task | response elicited uﬁdé&'the-t;rEE éanditiaggiéf_caﬁ;est,
;i'aaeh-rgépanséjiistéd in‘arderfaf déta:€d1lecticng, No lﬁdizat}an-was
~given asstéfwhich association test wa§ adﬁinistgred'whén the paftiﬁuiar

reSﬁcﬁse was givén. gé gg?y'numbers.wgre aséig?éd from jists oF'dic;ig?SE“A

nary entries selécted according to specified criteria (S§E'Faotnété‘2)'

. A N . . . a8, L]
. . . - . - H ) \ )
‘and tallied for each target word under each condition of context. The
index of dispersion QD) was employed “to assess the variation of respense

¥

categories among the three zaﬁditiéﬁs‘gf-ééntextf
Another ééses;ment QF the EFféEF>DF context Qn word méaﬁingAwas
:. praviﬁédAby pfoparﬁiané af!paradigmatic to total responses. A designation
. * ’ . : . : E “
|dF paradig%atfg‘ér non-paradigmatic was éssigﬁéd by .a rater for each Task
2 response, Tisted in order gf'déﬁa collection. The pafticular test i
administered for ény response was not indigatediz Theinumbér of para-

B digmatic responses to éach word was tallled and average ed and transformed

into a méénsprcportién of total FE;pénSes. ' . _
Results

;=Index éf disperi§n,(D) values representing/theJnunbé;ﬁaffﬁiffefén@#
ii&jﬁateg@ries corresponding to subjects’ responses to the five target words
under three lévéls of writte; Eagtext;are presented in Table 2. Examina-
gtiéniéf the tab]e'inif;atas that the ﬁu@bar'af‘different'Eesp;nSE categories
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* Insert Table 2 about here = * | /g : 5. .
- ; deereeeeé'Frem theﬁeenditfen of ‘a eentext 6? ndswords - (&h; ' werde) -
. tbreugh thet of three sentenees (expended ecntext); Aﬁgff%'fiﬂf verbenee . ‘
. preeedures (ANGVA) for’ repeated meesures resulted in a d "ien tbrrejeet '
LI : . . ; H 13 ) '
L Pan hypethesne QF he‘dnfferenees besed upen the eeneervetnve F test (Geisser

g Ereenheuse, ]958) F (l h) 26 38 p < 01 MSe = Dzzrt'The deeisiOﬁ

Velse he]d wnth the Gpnventlonel\T test (Deytnn, 1970 Rcmeniuk Levnﬁ,i
i o :
& Hubert 1977)7 F (2, ) = 26,38, p < gD] MSe = .082, JUSIHQ the ‘Newman- , ¢

Keuls post hee precedure wnth ell poselble pairwise eemperlscns at - the
= ‘\ i
.01 ]eyel,_EIgniFieent differeﬁeee were found betweEn_the eendltlens pf \

sentence context and between isolated words and %

§

ieoieted words and siﬁgle
1ter he difference between single-senterice and three- %

4 h
i i o = i' - 5 3 - ’
_sentence context, however ;. was found to be not significant. R
_ . b S :
* The mean prepertions of peredigmetie to total responses te,Five

target wcrds under three eendltlens of writteﬁ con?%xt are preeeﬁted ln

i N
~.Table. 3. It mey be seen from Table 3 that the mean’ propertlen QF pere-

digmatic to, tetel reeponeee for each terget werd and for the tetal terget

words nﬁereeeed From the condition of isolated words through the condition

of .a three-séntence context. . Unlike ‘the data colflected to .test the first

_hypetheeie, these data previéed frequency scores; thereFDre,_eee(ee of the -

C]

_ . lnsert Tebl% 3 abeut here . » v A
. | —————— - - - ———gp—— )
- . . : | . \

© mean. prapertmnei end not D values, were the units employed in analysis 8

e

*

‘of Varlanee preeeduree, ANOVA for repeeted measures reeultedinn_eignifqeent L

;giffereneee under'fhe“three conditions of context for the main effect with
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both conservative and conventional } tests, F (1,61) 377.70, p < .01,

MSe = .084 and F (2,122) = 377.70, p < .01, Mse = .08k, respectively. On

the basis of the F tests, however, no decision was reached as to whether

Tedi

the effect of content (words) or the interaction of size of context and

content was significant because of conflicting results of analyses, for

, F test resulted in the rejection of aa

both effects a conventional

5.20, ¢~ .01, Mse = 180 (con

hypothesis of no differences, F (L,624Y4)

[l

tent) and f,s(?B,hBB) = 391, p ~ 01, Mie = 136 {conteat = countent), while

the Cﬁnitrjéfivg £ teat resulted in failure Lo 1eject an hypothesis of no

differences, F 1) = 5.20, e .01, MSe = 1B0 (cuntent) and F (1,61) =
-
3.91, i .01, H,.? = 146 (countext =~ t.ullLiE'nL) Al Blienpl Lo Leat For
h@ﬁgéflﬁity of variance- covari ‘e was unsucceastul due tu a \,«fanlahifh:]
determinant and a singular matrix In the computational piucedures The
main effect of contleat and the effect of content were Ihveatlyated Tar Lhe,
with all poasitle pairwise comparisona. Using the Nevmon Keuls post hoc
Pfu‘;‘gdui’é at the .01 level, all ditfterences ot main effect were tuund LO
Le aignlflieant ATT Compar 1avi. |, encepl wn. 6 conlent vere found 0 Lo
nut aignificant ln estiyating the Inte actioae f size b culeal and
cuntent Fui the st the Schefl2 pultl hae prosvveduie at ahie Ul leval
(.43!“5 wily he ba,y. sl attferen wa Lovewon thoe JdEFios ol o | S

Lens L fMeaiis 1 Loz guhLléiLﬁ), i liv,giaet lo, cTie, U was Tuu J (o Le

:.lgulf|;,,;i|\.

Pyt o , poer - wl L ';,[.ud, saaa L . o s =

ol Laditten conteart un wurd Meaning, the a4z Jtiatll .ial zthoduiloy, Lo

) -
LS : 1
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words encountered in reading situations. : »

! =

served an additional researth purpose, which was to extend the word asso-

‘ciation techrique as a tdol for understanding how meaning-is imparted to

n

The finding that the size of the written context surrounding a word

had a significant effect on the number of different response categories
corresponding to the word appears to support” the notion of reading as an

o * ,
Goodman (1967), Hall & Ribovitch

Lo
.,

hprthéSiS‘tEStiﬁg behav}cr‘as advanced ¢
(1973), Pearson (197é)iXSamué]5 (1970) , and Smith (1978). 1t was predicted
that the presence of a . larger size of context contributes moie information
tu assist the language user in attaching appropriate meantng tu a wor d

in reading. However, goust hoe analysis indicated that the cunstraiat I

LS

i

choice of meaning provided by a three-sentence context was not significantly

greater Lhan thst provided by a single sentenwe vne. A plausilble inter
pretation b this Finding 1a that glven the llmitallena of stad, 1oy waly
three conditions ot conle.t, a typleal v lLLen Sentantl.l Lonteat (. |t:ﬂfi‘,f

not an isolated word) prior te and foliowing a word tends to serve Lhe

reades e Tippetigsle veat by, Loy Tdlog b OF fies vl won vyl Feava oo
thal m.; 1o asswctated with (he woeod OF o . ae . 1T 3201 hiieae o 2 o
2l bed en, e [ =l - sk 1 I Cara - [ | - [ ST =
| sy ge s atae s N - o0y [T T - [ A O N N T L [
s Ltk bal Loaleats it S S P T L P A S B U A
RN B e e T |

Piv. Fogdi o thias RO . . n
N L T thie., seov, e v o 0 el Ly 00 JA\x‘ s e adi
icapanacs Lthao e 31Ze Juat smo b Lian 10 30, cits U oo ol o0 caprwas

Ly Héiri\:jfi. ("j/]) thial ssrdtoasir Ll Al s« o+ ,1uelde T gt 25 L. asslsl



the reader in limiting the meanings he or she attaches to a word. The
support is based on .the notion that paradigmatic associations are more

likely to reftect shared features of words (Francis, 1972). Why @jg

indication of word meaning, that is categories of response, and a second
indication, paradigmatic responding, did not yield wholly consistent
results is subject to further study. Onerexplanation, albeit a ‘premature

one, is that single-word responses (Task 2} to determine paradigmatic/

I

non-paradigmatic associations to word ;Limul} produced a mure 1estiicted
indication of Tmeaning than multiple wuid respunses (lask 1)

From the data gathered here il seens reasonable Lo conclude that
Lhe many reseaichers who used the word assoctation Techinigue with sy

&
lated words may have overgeneralized when they applied thei findifgs Lo
53

implications concerning contextual -languaye behavior , especiall, reading,
ko ;xamplg, Mickelsun {(19/72) studied the relativnship belwe&Bn aszuclall oo
verbal encoding, a measure of fluency in jesponding to isolated woids,
éndirséding achievement. She found that improved ?QSQLEEEEV§;VEVDQI
civwding reaulted to belici feading peffiimance. Frow the sooulie o0 0
study ., Mickelsuil cwin luded that Flu.ney in responding (o worde couid  cen
(o Le anl sssentlal Ltumpunent o an hypoihests Lesting thoury i deading
woaanpt chans i Wiiile a 1eadil, avallable roper talie T dndl 10 ol word
na, be an indiatien of an indi 1dual’s compelence Tooany Tlaguistn
prlovess (Towlading 1eading) | a owitten tiat Michkals o Laciibes Lo aun
l!ngui§i§, it s QITf!guJL Lo weevepl hils cwtlun as Lepport oo L the
of Feading wonprshizasion 1 Lhe absence ot apprwrilale lnvgﬁLygét-un ol Jan
guage unlts longer than a single word Acrnowledying (he Fimitations of the

presenl study, Lhe reaults attesl Lhatl .espenaes Lo lavlated word atimuli

E l{lC | 1o
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are_not the same as responses to words that are embedded in a linguistic

e

context. Further research is suggested to strengthen the conclusions of

[y

this study and to widen their applicability: double-blind replication
é}‘i
with other papulétf@ﬂs, larger contexts, other target words; study of the

7 o A
contributions of -extra=-linguistic context and interaction with linguistic

n

ontext in the impartation of meaning to words; investi

[Ta
N1
'
;Ul
]
[
—

in ional applications, such as the effect of context on teaching/

W

tru

[l
—*

xd
[T}

‘ning word meaning.
&

the pa

m

U, word associatllion iesearch has cuntilbuted much towar d

A ‘
[

explanations of human dév&];PWﬁHL and behavior. It has helped In Lhe

study of sute langyuage processes What werd assuclallon tesecarch has
failed to do up to now, however, is provide information about word meaning
in wiitlen cunlexls. From thesze data, il appears that the weid azszocliallon
levhinnlgue cAalended Iz it only appiupilote a3 o Lol o dnvesliyallng woi d
meaning ti teadlug situations, butlalsd ca. L. o 1eliabl. and ETF|g;giuU§

Mmeans te a crossioads of inguiiy,inamely neaning and reading.
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4 Footnotes

3 B ,

. Ipetailed support for these notions and how they §aﬁttibuté to a

w

theory of reading is provided in the author's doctoral dissertation

. completed at the University of Maryland, 1979.
v X ‘ .
. /
2ror consTstency, criteria were established for including/excluding
individual entries in the count. Included were: expressions beginning
' with the stimulus word; proper nouns, titles (e:q.", Man and Superman);
each numbered entry, excluded were: affixed words, if the unaffixed

word is counted (e.g., heads); possessives; non-English expressions

(e.g., man spricht deutsch); lettered items within entries; abbreviatious;

-

o .,
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Table |
Examples of Target ltems
Test of Isolated Words
] - . - I — — _ o
' Target-Response Presentation
{
numbers
Test of Limited Context
Restricted Cloze Presentation Target-Response Presentation
_ B . A = M
Both numbers came the animal acts Both numbers came after Lhg animal acts.
A nunee’ 2
after statue tegular -
. ‘ ‘J
Test of Expanded Context

Restricted Cloze Presentation Target-Response Presentation

Bub tore the musiec allling wn Bob ture lhe muaice aitlling on
stand above the piano. Both the stand above the piano. Botnh
numbers came the animal actis numbers came afier the apinal acts
Me walked out the stays and He walked out the stage dour and
sang in the empty street. sang in the empty street.
afres [§ P the
i
.
e i




Table 2

Index of Dispé}siaﬁ (D) Values
for Number of Different Response Categories
to Task | Words by Coritext

Context

Target Word - "Word Limited Expanded

man - .878 709 .18k
bed . 864 .648 313
ﬁu%ﬁa;; .852 L5z 418
square .879 .292 .03
154 B P T4

77 45 196




Table 3

) ' Mean Proporfions of Paradigmatic to Total Responses
1 Across Task 2 Words by Context

Context

Expanded

Ta%get Word Word Limited

hand ’ .h19 .694 1.000
king ! 2210 ' e 984
toot . 307 774 I Uy
light 258 5Ly 98k
house Bt L 1, 00u

Mearn . 355 e c99h







